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length to which a court of equity will go in protecting the property rights of the 
employer. The right to establish pickets by a labor organization is sustained, 
provided no violence is used or any manner of coercion or intimidation. The 
action of the labor organizations in undertaking to prevent the employer from 
engaging the services of nonunion men, by preventing these men from entering 
or remaining with the employer, by assaulting or intimidating them by means of 
picketing and threats, is declared to be an illegal invasion of both the property 
rights of the employer and the personal rights of the workmen, and is enjoined. 
The court also upholds and protects the right of freedom of contract between 
employer and employe', the right of every person to hire and discharge men at 
pleasure, and the right of every man to work and quit work at his pleasure, both 
subject to liability for damages for breach of contract. 



Insurance — Double Insurance — Prorating. — 1. Where insured takes out 
two policies insuring the same property, but one of them covers other property 
also, without stating how much insurance applies to each property, it is not a case 
of double insurance, and the policies do not prorate. 

2. An owner of a building placed insurance on building and contents, with the 
privilege to make an addition, "and this policy to cover on and in same." He 
made an addition, placing specific insurance on the addition and contents. The 
latter policies provided that the insurer should not be liable for a greater propor- 
tion of any loss than the amount "hereby insured" should bear to the whole 
insurance. The old building was slightly damaged, but the damage to the addi- 
tion was less than the amount of specific insurance on it. The contents of the 
addition were damaged to a greater amount than the specific insurance, and the 
insurance on the old building and contents was much greater than the damage. 
Held, that the loss on the addition and the contents must be borne by the specific 
insurance taken out after the addition was constructed, and that the other policies 
did not prorate with such specific policies in bearing the loss upon the addition 
and contents. Meigs v. Ins. Co. N. America (Pa.), 54 Atl. 1053. Following 
Sloat v. Royal Insurance Co., 49 Pa. 14, 88 Am. Dec. 477; Clarke v. Western 
Assurance Co., 146 Pa. 561, 23 Atl. 248, 15 L. K. A. 127, 28 Am. St. Eep. 821, 
and disapproving Ogden v. East Mirer Ins. Co., 50 N. Y. 388, 10 Am. Eep. 392. 



Compromise and Settlement— Requisites — Consideration. — 1. The com- 
promise of a doubtful claim is a sufficient consideration for a promise to pay 
money for the settlement of such claim, and it is immaterial upon which side the 
right ultimately proves to be. 

2. The surrender of a groundless claim, which is known by both parties to be 
unenforceable, is not a sufficient consideration to uphold a promise to pay money 
for the settlement of such a claim. 

3. To support such a promise the claim must be made in good faith, with a 
belief by the claimant that there is some chance of its successful enforcement. 
It is necessary that the parties should at least have supposed, at the time of the 
compromise, that the validity of the claim made was doubtful, either on account 
of uncertainty as to what facts might be proved or as to the law applicable 
thereto. Melcher v. Insurance Company of Penna. (Maine), 55 Atl. 411. Citing, 



